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Abstract 
Do classroom teachers have one of the most significant influences on the learning, achievement and development of 
gifted students (Clark, 2002)? If so, submissions to the Australian Senate Committee’s 2001 report, “The Education of 
Gifted Children”, are a cause for concern, with reports of widespread negative attitudes towards giftedness, and an 
observation by Watters and Diezmann that “a degree of apathy and opposition to gifted education exists within the 
[teaching] profession” (as cited in Collins, 2001, p. 29). This presentation reports findings from a study of gifted 
education focus schools, as well as schools without formal gifted education programs. Attitudes of teachers towards 
gifted children and their education were explored as discriminators along with factors in teachers’ demographic profiles 





Within the last decade, selected schools in Queensland have become focal sites for the education of gifted students. The 
development of educational provisions for Australia’s gifted students has led to the majority of research focusing on 
defining giftedness, and identifying and catering for gifted students (Collins, 2001). In 2001, The Senate for 
Employment, Workplace Relations, Small Business and Education References Committee presented its report, “The 
Education of Gifted Children”. The committee reviewed policies, programs and developments in gifted education 
throughout Australia to make recommendations about the role of the Commonwealth in supporting gifted and talented 
children. In submissions to the committee, there were numerous reports of widespread negative attitudes towards, and 
mistaken beliefs about, giftedness and gifted education. The Senate committee recommended research be conducted 
into the reasons behind these negative attitudes (Collins, 2001). While this study did not attempt to find cause and effect 
relationships, it did look for significant correlating factors between teachers’ attitudes and their background or teaching 
beliefs/practices. 
 
Research on teachers and the education of gifted children 
 
Clark (2002) argued that classroom teachers have the most significant influence on the learning, development and 
achievement of gifted students. Giftedness is now seen as a dynamic rather than a static concept (Braggett, 1994), which 
reflects the developmental nature of gifts into talents, outlined by Gagné in his “Differentiated Model of Giftedness and 
Talent” (as cited in Colangelo & Davis, 2003). Significant people and environments, including the teacher at school, are 
recognised as contributing, either by enhancing or impeding the development of gifted children’s potential (Braggett, 
1994; Collins, 2001). Braggett suggested that teachers need to provide a more nurturing and individualised learning 
environment that allows children to reveal and develop their natural abilities (as cited in Collins, 2001). 
 
While the relationship between attitudes and behaviours is complex, and not always consistent, it is generally agreed 
that attitudes are one variable that influence a person’s behaviour or behavioural intents, perceptions and judgments 
(Bohner & Wänke, 2002). A negative attitude and prejudice can cause discriminatory behaviour, particularly when it 
exists within a group, for example, a group of teachers (Bohner & Wänke, 2002). If positive attitudes towards 
giftedness are developed by teachers, it is more likely that they will be supportive of gifted education, and effective in 
identifying and catering for gifted students. 
 
Davis and Rimm (2004) recognise the significance of attitudes towards the gifted when developing programs. Referring 
to Treffinger’s (1986) “Individualised Programming Planning Model”, they recommended that the first question to be 
asked when devising a gifted program should be, “What is our attitude toward gifted children?” (Davis & Rimm, 2004, 
p. 55). This is important for a successful program because schools must identify what they know and believe about 
gifted children and their education. In particular, they should be explicit about whether their teachers are interested in, 
and supportive of gifted education. Schools need to know why they are providing a particular program, what they are 
aiming to accomplish, and whether they are willing to be responsible and accountable for the plan of action (Davis & 
Rimm, 2004). 
Myths and misconceptions 
 
Lack of training and confidence, myths, and anti-elitist beliefs about gifted children and their education arguably are 
major causes of teachers’ negative attitudes towards giftedness in Australia (Collins, 2001). Some of the main 
misconceptions and stereotypes about giftedness that affect attitudes are related to equity, elitism, needs of the gifted, 
and preference for heterogenous grouping. 
 
It is commonly suggested that gifted education is elitist and inequitable (Clark, 2002; Collins, 2001; Davis & Rimm, 
2004; Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994). However, equity often is viewed as synonymous with equal treatment to produce 
equal outcomes, rather than with equal opportunities in accessing an appropriate education to achieve one’s potential 
(Collins, 2001; Feldhusen & Moon, 1992; Gross, 1997). Providing a differentiated learning environment and curriculum 
for gifted students does not imply that gifted students are more important than other children. Rather, it recognises that 
children are not all the same and should not be treated as such (Fiedler, Lange, & Winebrenner, 1993; Vasilevska, 
2001). Feldhusen and Moon (1992) drew attention to the fact that “homogenisation attempts to create justice by equal 
treatment of unequals… [it] is inherently unjust to the most and least able. Justice is achieved not by equality of 
treatment, but by ‘equality of opportunity’” (p. 65).   
 
In an effort to be equitable and socially just, schools should recognise the need to provide the ‘least restrictive 
environment’ for students with special needs (Gross, 1997). The Senate report concluded that the category of ‘special 
needs’ should be broadened to include giftedness, and educational policy documents should be modified to reflect this 
(Collins, 2001). Provisions for gifted children can be elitist if the programs devised would benefit all children in the 
school (Vasilevska, 2001). Most gifted education programs, however, are comprised by work that is both too complex 
and fast-paced for most students, or, of no interest to them. Gifted programs should only cater for the advanced 
capabilities and individual differences of the gifted (Collins, 2001; Vasilevska, 2001). Elitism concerns are also 
observed in the United States of America and the United Kingdom (Collins, 2001), although Gross (1993) argued that 
they are more widespread in Australia than in many other countries. 
 
It appears there is also a tendency to believe that ‘tall poppies’ need to be cut down to size (Collins, 2001). While ability 
grouping or acceleration for academic reasons is criticised, interestingly, it is not considered elitist to select sporting or 
other extracurricular teams on the basis of high ability or giftedness, or to ‘accelerate’ the training of talented sporting 
or performing arts students (Braggett, 1994; Collins, 2001; Gross, 1993; Vasilevska, 2001). This reinforces the notion 
of Australia’s anti-intellectual rather than anti-excellence attitudes. In addition, while schools provide funds for their 
elite sporting and performing arts talents, many believe it is elitist to allocate school funds and resources for gifted 
education provisions (Hannon, 1995). Education departments and schools have a duty to meet all children’s needs in 
order to help them reach their potential (Education Queensland, 2002; Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, 
Training and Youth Affairs, 1999). Fortunately, both ability grouping and acceleration are relatively cost effective 
options that can help address the special needs of all children, including the gifted. 
 
Another belief is that special education provisions, particularly ability grouping and acceleration, will lead to feelings of 
superiority and egotistical behaviours in gifted students (Clark, 2002; Collins, 2001). However, special provisions may 
be an effective way of preventing gifted children becoming conceited and egotistical. When gifted students are given a 
differentiated program where they are challenged and are with their intellectual peers rather than age peers, they 
discover that work is not always easy and they are no longer always the best at everything (Wood, 1999; Vasilevska, 
2001). Fielder, Lange and Winebrenner (1992) noted, “there is nothing quite so humbling to bright individuals as 
discovering that there are other students in the group who are equally capable or even more knowledgeable about given 
topics than what they are” (p. 5). So, perhaps it is leaving gifted students in the regular classroom that may lead them to 
feel superior; there they are almost always the best and brightest. 
 
Many assume that gifted children will succeed without help (Clark, 2002; Colangelo & Davis, 2003; Collins, 2001; 
Davis & Rimm, 2004). This raises the question – are gifted children too bright to fail, or can our actions fail to allow 
them to be bright? While some gifted children will be successful regardless of the teacher, this does not justify the 
opinion that gifted children should not receive special intervention because it is a “further privilege for the already 
privileged” (Collins, 2001, p. 3). Gifted students require additional assistance because: (a) those who are already 
achieving highly should be able to fully develop their potential by receiving appropriate training and support; and (b) 
students with natural abilities, whose needs are not being met, can become unmotivated, resulting in underachievement, 
frustration, boredom, stress, poor self-esteem, and behavioural problems (Collins, 2001). A common belief of 
supporters of this myth is that the main purpose of education is for all students to achieve minimum standards (Collins, 
2001). Therefore, they attempt to equalise the outcomes for all students. However, “The Adelaide Declaration on 
National Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-First Century” (Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training 
and Youth Affairs, 1999) states as its first goal that: “Schooling should develop fully the talents and capacities of all 
students.” To progress as a nation, we should be helping all children to reach their full potential, not meet basic 
minimum standards. Like other children, the gifted may need special provisions to enable them to do this. 
 
Finally, there is the question of whether gifted children should remain with their chronological peers. In any classroom 
there are significant differences between the learning development rates of students of the same age. This is largely 
because age is not always closely correlated with learning and achievement (Clark, 2002; Gross, 1997). Although it is 
the most inappropriate form of grouping, most schools still use students’ chronological age as the sole determining 
factor in class placements (Clark, 2002; Gross, 1997). This may be due to tradition, administrative convenience, and 
misunderstandings about children’s academic, social and emotional development (Gross, 1997). Psychologists and 
educators, who have worked with gifted children and children who are intellectually impaired, recognise that a child’s 
social and emotional maturity is more closely linked to mental age than chronological age (Gross, 1997; Vasilevska, 
2001). Therefore, gifted students usually prefer the company of, and are accepted by, children who are a few years 
older: their intellectual peers (Gross, 1993, 1997). This association positively affects a gifted child’s social and 
emotional well being by allowing them to find intellectual peer support and acceptance (Clark, 2002; Gross, 1997; 
Vasilevska, 2001; Wood, 1999). 
 
Contrary to the belief that heterogenous ability grouping is the best educational option for all students, Feldhusen and 
Moon (1992) found gifted students had lower achievement, poorer attitudes and decreased motivation in heterogenous, 
cooperative groups in heterogenous classes. One suggested reason is that in these classes, gifted students are often 
overused as peer tutors and may do most of the group’s work. This prevents opportunities of accelerated or enriched 
learning experiences to match their ability level (Clark, 2002; Davis & Rimm, 1998; Feldhusen & Moon, 1992; Fiedler, 
Lange, & Winebrenner, 1993). 
 




The research question guiding this comparative, correlational study is: “What are the attitudes of teachers in state 
primary schools towards intellectually gifted children and their education?” The following sub-questions developed 
from a review of the literature:   
1. What difference in attitudes towards intellectually gifted children and their education is measurable between 
teachers in schools with/without a formal gifted and talented program? 
2. How do the demographic profiles of teachers with positive attitudes towards intellectually gifted children and 
their education differ from those without such positive attitudes? 
3. How do the pedagogical beliefs of teachers with positive attitudes towards intellectually gifted children and 
their education differ from those of teachers without such positive attitudes? 
 
The study compares the attitudes of teachers from four classifications of schools in South-East Queensland: 
(a) two Learning and Development Centres – Gifted and Talented (LDC-GT); 
(b) two Network Schools (NS) of the Learning and Development Centres – Gifted and Talented; 
(c) two Advisory Network Schools (ANS) of the Learning and Development Centres – Gifted and Talented; and 
(d) two Mainstream Schools (MS). 
 
Learning and Development Centres – Gifted and Talented are sites that share a whole school approach to the education 
of gifted students. Education Queensland has selected these schools as focus sites for gifted and talented education. 
Each has an enrichment coordinator who facilitates the gifted education learning and development opportunities 
(Education Queensland, 2002). Network Schools receive consultation, professional development and implementation 
assistance from a Learning and Development Centre to create a differentiated learning environment (Education 
Queensland, 2002). Advisory Network Schools receive similar support to a lesser extent. For the purpose of this study, 
Mainstream Schools are defined as those schools that have no formal, school-wide approach to the education of gifted 
and talented students. 
 
The aim of the study is to determine if there are attitudinal differences between teachers in different classifications of 
schools. Moreover, if differences do exist, the study aims to identify them and the associated factors. A combination of 
quantitative and qualitative research strategies has been used to increase the reliability and validity of the results. The 
strategies and instruments were chosen to achieve triangulation of methods and measures (Neuman, 2000). The study 
entails survey research using Gagné and Nadeau’s attitude scale, “Opinions about the gifted and their education” 
(Gagné, 1991), and case studies involving analysis of school policies, curricula and planning documents, and semi-
structured teacher interviews. 
Gagné and Nadeau’s attitude scale (Gagné, 1991) 
 
Quantitative data were obtained using Gagné and Nadeau’s attitude scale, “Opinions about the gifted and their 
education” (Gagné, 1991). The questionnaire contains 34 items that are categorised into six factors (sections) for 
scoring: 
1. Needs and support (needs of gifted children and support for special services); 
2. Resistance to objections (objections based on ideologies and priorities); 
3. Social value (social usefulness of gifted persons in society); 
4. Rejection (isolation of gifted persons by others in the immediate environment); 
5. Ability grouping (attitudes towards special homogenous groups, classes, schools); 
6. School acceleration (attitudes towards accelerative enrichment) (Gagné, 1991, p. 1). 
 
Responses to the items were recorded using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = totally disagree; 2 = partially disagree; 3 = 
undecided; 4 = partially agree; 5 = totally agree). Attached to the front of the attitude scale was a profile questionnaire 
requesting details on respondents’ gender, age, number of years of teaching experience, current teaching position, as 
well as their qualifications, and training they had received in gifted education. This information was used to identify 




Qualitative case studies were designed to explore the broader context of the school, by analysing school documents 
(school policies, school curricula, and planning documents), and through semi-structured interviews with two teachers. 
Two schools were chosen for the case studies – an Advisory Network School and a Mainstream School. A Mainstream 
School was chosen due to the unexpected finding that Mainstream School teachers had some of the more favourable 
attitudes in the sample. The Advisory Network School acted as a comparison, as although these teachers should have 
had more training than their peers in the Mainstream School, their attitudes were more ambivalent. Given the significant 
correlation between training and attitudes, other discriminating factors that may have influenced these results were 
sought. One teacher from each was interviewed about their pedagogy and their experiences with gifted students. The 
interviews also provided an opportunity to ask teachers about reasons for beliefs they had indicated in responses on the 
Gagné and Nadeau’s attitude scale (Gagné, 1991). Analysis of the case studies is currently in progress, and therefore at 





The mean scores were used for interpreting the attitude scale, “Opinions about the gifted and their education”, because 
the scores between 1.00 and 5.00 are directly associated with the Likert scale descriptors (Gagné, 1991). Means 
between 2.75 and 3.25 reflect an ambivalent attitude (Gagné, 1991). Means above 4.00 indicate a very positive attitude; 
below 2.00 signifies a very negative attitude (Gagné, 1991). These guidelines were given for individual scores; with 
group scores, the standard deviation is smaller (Gagné, 1991). Therefore, these scores should be used only as a guide for 
interpreting the reported means. 
 
The sample consisted of 126 teachers (LDC-GT - n = 31; NS - n = 22; ANS - n = 40; MS - n = 33). Fifty-three percent 
(n = 67) had training in gifted education (pre-service training, in-service training or postgraduate study), with six of 
eight research sites identified as gifted education focus schools (LDC-GT, NS or ANS). The questionnaire results 
confirmed that teachers who have had training held more favourable attitudes in each section of questions, with a 
positive correlation between in-service training and attitude (p < 0.01). There was also a significant correlation (p < 
0.01) between positive attitudes and the classification of school at which the teacher was employed. The correlation 
between teaching position and attitudes is significant at the .05 level of chance probability. Teachers’ age, years of 
teaching experience, or qualifications did not produce significant correlations with attitude scores.  
 
Overall, teachers in the Learning and Development Centres had the most positive attitudes (M = 3.4566), followed by 
their Network Schools (M = 3.1824). The Mainstream Schools’ teachers held slightly more positive attitudes (M = 
3.1670) than the teachers from the Advisory Network Schools (M = 2.9189). The mean scores for each of the schools, 
in all questionnaire sections, ranged from ambivalent to moderately positive. The Learning and Development Centres – 
Gifted and Talented had the most favourable attitudes in all categories (see Figure 1). Teachers in the Network Schools 
reported very similar attitudes to those in the Learning and Development Centres regarding the recognition of the 
isolation gifted people face (LDC-GT - M = 2.926; NS - M = 2.917). Advisory Network School teachers reported the 
most ambivalent attitudes towards gifted children and their education in all sections, with the exception of the “Social 
Value” questionnaire items in which their attitudes were marginally more positive (M = 3.250) than teachers in the 
Network Schools (M = 3.238). Mainstream School teachers reported more positive attitudes than teachers in the 
Network and Advisory Network Schools for the “Needs and Support”, “Resistance to Objections”, “Social Value”, and 
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“Opinions about the gifted and their education” (Gagné, 1991) – Mean attitudinal scores by school classification.   
 
Results for selected items from the Gagné and Nadeau’s attitude scale, “Opinions about the gifted and their education” 
(Gagné, 1991) are presented in Table 1. The “totally agree and partially agree” responses have been clustered together, 
as well as the “totally disagree” and “partially disagree” responses. 
 
Table 1 




Questionnaire item Agree Disagree Undecided 
Our schools should offer special educational services 
for the gifted. (Q. 1) 
95% 3% 2% 
Gifted children are often bored in school. (Q. 9) 74% 19% 7% 
Needs and 
support 
The gifted need special attention in order to fully 
develop their talents. (Q. 15) 
86% 8% 6% 
Special programs for gifted children have the 
drawback of creating elitism. (Q. 4) 
38% 48% 14% 
We have a greater moral responsibility to give special 
help to children with difficulties than to gifted 
children. (Q. 12) 
30% 58% 12% 
Resistance to 
objections 
Gifted children might become vain or egotistical if 
they are given special attention. (Q. 28) 
24% 60% 16% 
Social value  The leaders of tomorrow’s society will come mostly 
from the gifted of today. (Q. 33) 
26% 57% 17% 
Rejection  Often, gifted children are rejected because people are 
envious of them. (Q. 31) 
32% 47% 21% 
Gifted children should be left in regular classes, since 
they serve as an intellectual stimulant for the other 
children. (Q. 20) 






By separating students into gifted and other groups, we 
increase the labelling of children as strong-weak, good-
less good, etc. (Q. 21) 
64% 28% 8% 
Most gifted children who skip a grade have difficulties 
in their social adjustment to a group of older students. 
(Q. 7) 
50% 28% 22% School 
acceleration  
A greater number of gifted children should be allowed 
to skip a grade.  (Q. 34) 
23% 47% 30% 
Discussion 
 
Teachers’ attitudes towards gifted children and their education 
 
It was anticipated that teachers in the Learning and Development Centres – Gifted and Talented would have the most 
favourable attitudes towards gifted children and their education, followed by those in the Network Schools and 
Advisory Network Schools. The Mainstream Schools were predicted to have teachers with least favourable attitudes, 
since these schools do not have a gifted and talented focus. The results do not fully support this hypothesis. Overall, 
those in the Learning and Development Centres did have the most positive attitudes. The mean attitude score of the 
teachers in the Network Schools was slightly higher than the teachers from the Mainstream Schools. Although teachers 
from the Advisory Network Schools had the least positive attitudes, these scores indicate ambivalence rather than strong 
negativity towards the gifted and their education.  
 
The literature suggests that there is a considerable amount of opposition to providing special educational provisions for 
gifted children (Collins, 2001). However, results from this study demonstrate that many teachers in this sample did not 
hold this belief. The majority agreed that schools should offer special services for the gifted because this is necessary 
for gifted students to achieve their potential. They also recognised that the regular classroom may be boring for many 
gifted students, and some also acknowledged that it “stifles the intellectual curiosity” of these students. However, it did 
confirm that a significant number of teachers were concerned about elitism, and about special educational provisions 
causing gifted students to become conceited. 
 
The responses to the items in the “Social Value” and “Rejection” sections determined teachers’ perceptions of gifted 
children and gifted adults within schools and society. Almost all teachers said that “gifted persons are a valuable 
resource for our society”; however, only a quarter of the sample believed that gifted children will become the major 
leaders of the future.  Gagné and Nadeau included three questions in the attitude scale to establish whether respondents 
recognised how gifted people may be rejected and isolated by those around them. This section of the questionnaire 
produced the lowest mean scores for all school types, and also generated a significant number of “undecided” 
responses. This may suggest that some teachers were unsure of the personal experiences faced by those who are gifted. 
Most did not believe that gifted children would be rejected by those around them because of envy, or that they would 
have more difficulties when making friends. These latter findings are supported by research that has shown how 
teachers tend to identify students who are popular, friendly, well-behaved and conforming as being the “gifted” ones 
(Davis & Rimm, 2004). In contrast, children who have been identified as gifted commonly report feelings of having 
difficulty making friends with age peers and of being estranged, different, alone, teased and rejected (Clark, 2002; 
Davis & Rimm, 2004; Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994). 
 
The two main areas of gifted education provisions of which teachers were least supportive were “Ability grouping” and 
“School acceleration”. The main concerns of respondents in this study were the effects on both gifted and non-gifted 
students. Many teachers believed that ability grouping increased the consequences of labelling. It was also commonly 
thought that gifted children will be intellectual stimulants for non-gifted students, although Schunk (1987) found that 
average or lower achieving students model themselves on peers of similar or slightly higher ability, not the gifted. In 
terms of acceleration, almost half of the teachers thought that gifted children who are accelerated would have 
difficulties with social adjustment. However, studies of accelerated gifted students have shown that they are often better 
adjusted than gifted students who are not accelerated, as well as non-gifted students (Braggett, 1994; Gross, 1993). 
Results were mixed in terms of whether respondents thought acceleration would adversely affect the gifted students 
academically by causing them to miss essential understandings and skills.  
 
The opposition to ability grouping was not surprising considering the reports in the literature, and the fact that the 
Queensland Department of Education strongly advocates the principle of inclusion of all students in the regular 
classroom (including both students with disabilities and students who are gifted). It is also possible that this has resulted 
in acceleration and ability grouping not being given priority in gifted education in-service training, meaning teachers 
may be unsure of how to effectively implement such provisions. As the literature suggests, lack of knowledge and 
understanding (from lack of training) are believed to be a main cause of mistaken beliefs and negative attitudes (Clark, 
2002; Collins, 2001).  
 
Role of training 
 
From the questionnaire results, it appears the reforms occurring in Queensland, resulting in more attention being given 
to gifted and talented children in some schools, have positively affected teachers’ attitudes. Teachers’ attitudes range 
from ambivalent to moderately positive, which is in contrast to the negative attitudes reported in the literature, including 
the Senate Committee’s (2001) report. To further improve these attitudes, the finding of the correlation between training 
and attitudes supports the need for additional, improved pre-service and in-service training. This may assist in dispelling 
the myths and misconceptions about giftedness and gifted children. Enhanced knowledge, understanding and skills, and 
a related increase in confidence, may reduce unfavourable attitudes. 
In relation to pre-service teacher training, the Gifted Education Research, Resource and Information Centre (GERRIC) 
reported that most current Australian undergraduate education degrees provide only one or two lectures on the 
education of intellectually gifted students, and this is insufficient preparation for teachers to reliably identify, and 
effectively cater for, gifted students (Collins, 2001). Lack of training can lead to feelings of inadequacy and resentment. 
Research by the University of New England found that “primary preservice teachers generally considered the average 
student more desirable than the gifted, with a clear preference for students not to be studious…” (as cited in Collins, 
2001, p. 84). This suggests that university undergraduate programs have a major responsibility for preventing and 
changing negative attitudes by providing comprehensive preparation (Gross & Sleap as cited in Collins, 2001). 
Carrington & Bailey (2000) recommended that university teacher educators ensure gifted education principles and 
strategies are encompassed throughout the whole pre-service education program, in addition to having specific gifted 
education courses. 
 
For practicing teachers, further in-service training on the characteristics, identification and educational needs of gifted 
students would be advantageous. Skills training, which increases confidence to support gifted students, should be 
presented in conjunction with research findings that refute the stereotypes and misconceptions, to assist teachers to 
recognise their misunderstandings (Collins, 2001). Resentment may also be reduced if training generates awareness of 
how skills used for teaching gifted students are beneficial for all children (Collins, 2001). 
 
Gagné and Nadeau’s (1991) attitude scale could also be used to direct gifted education in-service training. The scale, if 
given to all staff in a school, would draw attention to the main areas in which teachers have unfavourable attitudes, 
misconceptions and mistaken beliefs, as well as the areas in which the majority of teachers have more positive attitudes. 
If teachers completed such a questionnaire before training commenced, schools could use the results to tailor the 
program to suit their needs. For example, if teachers recognised that gifted students are bored in schools and that 
schools should offer special services for them, time could be spent addressing more specific topics that may be 
misunderstood and unsupported. For the schools in this sample, this could be awareness of the rejection gifted children 




The Senate inquiry, “The Education of Gifted Children”, reported widespread negative attitudes towards giftedness in 
Australia. This research study is designed as a response, to explore the attitudes of teachers in South-East Queensland 
state primary schools towards gifted children and their education. Given that teachers in the Learning and Development 
Centres, who have become the focal sites for gifted and talented education in Queensland, reported the most positive 
attitudes it appears that these reforms have had a positive effect on teachers’ attitudes. The results, to date, revealed that 
in all schools, the majority of teachers supported special educational provisions for the gifted to enable them to reach 
their potential. While gifted programs were supported, attitudes towards utilising ability grouping and acceleration 
varied. This suggests that teachers prefer an inclusive approach to gifted education. The significant relationship between 
attitudes and training indicates that increased pre-service and in-service training may assist in improving these attitudes 
by reducing misconceptions. The case studies currently in progress will attempt to reveal further discriminating factors 
in the school context and/or teachers’ pedagogy that may affect attitudes towards the gifted. Interviews with teachers or 
use of instruments such as Gagné and Nadeau’s attitude scale, “Opinions about the gifted and their education” (Gagné, 
1991), would allow schools to identify their staff’s attitudes and beliefs. Individualised training, that targets any 
misconceptions, may assist in improving teachers’ attitudes towards the gifted and their education. As the gifted and 
talented education reforms implemented in the Learning and Development Centres permeate throughout more 
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